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1. We have heard learned counsel appearing for the petitioners. Sri
R.B. Singhal, Assistant Solicitor General of India assisted by Sri

Ashish Kumar Dubey, appears for the respondents.

2. The petitioners are practising advocates of this Court and are
residing at 10-B Patrika Marg, Civil Lines, Allahabad. They have filed
this writ petition for a writ of mandamus directing the respondents to
provide the information sought by the petitioners vide their
application dated 14.12.2011 under (The) Right to Information Act, in

a time bound stipulated period, as may be fixed by this Court.

3. The petitioners in their application dated 14.12.2011 sent to the
Director/Public Information Officer, North Central Zone Cultural
Centre, 14 C.S.P. Singh Road, Allahabad have sought information on
fourteen questions. It is alleged that since no reply was received
within 30 days as provided in Section 7(i) of the Right to Information
Act, 2005, the petitioners preferred an appeal to the Appellate
Authority on 17.1.2012, and thereafter a second appeal under Section
19 (3) to the Second Appellate Authority. The petitioners, it is alleged

have not received the information, giving rise to this writ petition.

4. In order to appreciate the points raised in this writ petition, the

14 questions asked by the petitioners in Hindi are quoted as below:-

“1. SN T &F ANGIOH FAEIEIR Ba B PrAEH @Al

2009 & WS P Gl UL BN B AT € JATT BT FE HY
87 gfa 87 @ 999 SUcsel BT & G gy 2009 ¥ 2011 W=V



e @ried affa @t doa @t @ G A T 8l §4 BP9
FRIET FIIforad &I 7, avfFr afea Qqvor Suciel N HT P
BV

2 S0H0&I0I0 P% 4 Y 2009 T H 2011 [ewrN ad OfCT,
BICHITH], JH—CFH), lge, WIo~< # [ BH PT VSV TgAIGT g3
o917 [T BH W [T SUSY & P HNIIT O VET &7 AV SuereE]
P @ W 8 W [T, Wolaw, WICHIT®,  §e—Cad),
TZe—wI3vE H [T @l [Fa g w7 YT [&ar A &) fagver

QYT HYIT BT P BV |

3. SOHOEOWT0 Pv7 T 2009 ¥ 2011 [TV TP gIIereie &I Uq
YEITE, HelTa 3 el 4 [ba-! @l ST gg7 ST %9 @&l v
gg F @4 fbar 737 87 FT 9 BT [FER Tdfaerel T fhar T
4

4 SOHOEOWT0 Bs §INT PIIITT T, W% IS [Ha9Th 3ITaIv,
AIGIS, GVHTY @ I [1G9d FE B AT B AT GY [HaH] TN
@ P T FAT [ 5 H YT [HAT TAT & G & Feal} 7 &F
wieplide &= 4 B0 dadHd @ UNIN @I YIarT  [da
FHETRAT / SIIBIRGT BT [HA7 77 &1 9 fe7 75 F YRIV BT YrarT
fa5ar a7 81 fAavr SYeTEr BN BT HE B/

5 S0F0&I0TI0 P FINT I 2009 ¥ 2011 [*W=N dd [dT—fd

PAPRI, qGPH], SURRHAT, INHAG, o], Hod,  dlarel, %,
BICITH] [AfSTITH! BIRIATH! Tl 12 BH BT §9HH SR BIC
PN SIBY BT H YA [HAT TAT B AH Wled A9 SUTE

BT |

6. IJAHT Qe Sl STRIET  gael Bl TG WRPIR
(Tg famr) 7 &9 fawrT 4 fAglda &g simaiaT TareT 95 fear =7 &7
7 & S0H00wT0 B GIRT AT 2009 H HHATNRA/IEERT &
da7 fder gv fawr 3mEvv fAavur Jferd + f&w fafr &l gvarew

17| T FWHT T V9 g qard | §9D Gld IUTE BT |

7. QoHvelow0 HE SonlEl§Ie H HIE HId feIE 01.03.2009 ¥
31.032010 & @& FoT [dba+d aoy fe—fdb7 faferal @I T8l /d%



YA GFG  GRT [dad AR dT GEEIGT [Bar T vq
ATl PR @ TH Ve gq gard |

8. S0H0&I0I0 P AT 2009 H TR/ dH YT UAH G T

SITENTT [IavoT 3Bl &7 Uq U9 =17 Jard [ord gINT 8vaieiNy f&ar

TIAL U 4T ST FET YT S0H00T0 PR, IAEIEIE H B SN
[T [Afer @l pr¥Ie T8 fabar 1T |

9 SOH0EII0 B B [1e9d QWX 2009 ¥ 2011 TF fba+ fa
FrIfeTy § @t [ Tor [Faa s/afsr a@ R uv v8? fAe9id gV
£ UHl— | 898 TEGT § Y T 2009 ¥ 2011 TFH P ITAT UGN [dear
&7 GF [HaT TIT & [Had AT @7 [Che fAvwdT BT AT B,
fageor Sucier Herd |

10, TENIEIST §INT 2009 @ GIRTT T 16 7. JoUlo 70 V.Sl 0693
qred! gordl Rarse SOy @& @9 &g 3IgAld 4e1T @ T8 off a1 781
el 81 98 2009 AT ¥ 2011 Hrd a@ fAcAT gy FHEIGTT 31 9 Bl
G [ R Sife &1 GAMGIGTT % & fa (31 A7) H [&ar 737
g T g9 qd [ba =N 1 wErgiorT fBar 79T & f@aver Suerer
YT |

11. g9 2009 ¥ 2011 T @ TqlIGIS] HCT F F—FIT JFEIGT
f&ar 1917 wevyl @l [b¥7 [T @l s1gFle &1 g5 ol 41, [dever

SUTET BT Pl B BV |

12. P &GINT /G2 Py, ?77?5‘727, \5‘/?//\"9/7?—/, e, dia, BIRG!

TTHY J FIed, Toid, Hidieed], Pid, v & FTeT G eTT—2 [

ST T §oic e Y@ T & TAT v St & doneIN Bl 8Ilg

eI TT UH. BYE @I [She YT pNIIl Sl 87 [ §IarT
BT T 87 SuYad W[5 uv RIT YING WRHN BT PBlg T
g I T ]9 §RT YA &g 90T forar Srar & [davr Sucrer
PN |

13 SeNEEIG §IC B AXHT 8G HRT GRPIR 7 [ ¥ &1
3gerT 39 aF AT & FW VT F AT @ JT g §IC B
NI UG WT—IGIq QY Gef (BT AT dfe I NI A HIS 3T B

fe T @ SBT A9V SUTET BV |




14.  BOF0OW0 DR FINT I 2009 H 2011 TP HINT RPN TF
TTAANT FATT T B Pl [l gARIR-ggia 2011 H &SR
F% EIT faa+l RIeT BIGH 4 3 [Ha7 T3 goc wled Gl

faqvor Sucrel B |

5. We find that the information on most of these questions, would
virtually consume the entire staff of the centre for days altogether if not
months, to collect and the compile information. We also find that most of
the information sought has no concern with the petitioners, nor the
petitioners can have or have shown any object or purpose for which they

require the said information.

6.  The purpose of Right to Information Act, 2005 is for bringing the
transparency in functioning of public authorities. The object and purpose
of the Act is to establish confidence in the public functional bodies and to
ensure accountability and transparency in discharge of their duties. The
Act does not provide for any reason to be given, or to show bona-fides in
seeking information. The petitioners in this case have not chosen their
rights under (The) Right to Information Act by approaching the State
Information Commission, if they have not received the information
within the time prescribed from the Public Information Officer or the
Appellate Authority in the department. They have rather approached this
Court under Article 226 of the Constitution of India for a direction to the

respondents to provide information sought by the petitioners.

7. Once the petitioners have chosen to seek directions by filing a writ
petition under Article 226 of the Constitution of India, which is a
discretionary constitutional remedy to be used for bonafide purposes they
must satisfy the Court, that they have approached the Court with

bonafide purposes with clean hands.

8. We asked learned counsel appearing for the petitioners about their
concern and purpose of seeking the information. The petitioners are

practising advocates of the High Court. They have neither placed, nor



5

could explain the purpose to seek such information which will virtually
block the functioning of the North Central Zone Cultural Centre at
Allahabad. The petitioners are unable to give any reason, or object for
seeking the information. The counsel appearing for petitioners has
chosen to keep quite and did not answer on questions in spite of repeated

requests.

9. Recently we have noticed a large number of writ petitions filed for
enforcement of the remedies under the Right to Information Act, which
has made it necessary for the Court in exercise of its powers under
Article 226 of the Constitution of India, to review the object and
purposes and also the methods opted by certain persons in seeking
information. If the Court notices, in exercise of powers of issuing writ as
extraordinary remedies, that the object and purpose is not bonafide, it can

always refuse the relief.

10. In the facts and circumstances of the case in which no reason has
been given by the petitioners we find that filing of this writ petition, is
not for bonafide purposes. Instead of waiting for information to be given
or to approach State Information Commission, under (The) Right to
Information Act the petitioners have chosen to approach the High Court
under Article 226 of the Constitution of India, seeking extraordinary
remedies, which can be given only to the bonafide litigants. The
information sought clearlly appears to serve oblique purposes. On the
response to our questions put to the counsel, it is apparent that the
petitioners as young advocates have filed this writ petition as a proxy for
any person who has some axe to grind against the respondents. The
petitioners under the Advocates Act, are not supposed to act for such

purpose for their clients.

11.  This writ petition is accordingly dismissed.

Order Date :- 29.10.2012
Kpy



